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Applicant requested Examiner to consider and discuss after final amendment filed 3/17/03. 
Applicant and Examiner agreed to consider claim 1 as representative of the claims, given the time 
constraints typical of an interview in after-final practice. Two main points were discussed: 

1 Applicant asserted that Low did not teach a device at the merchant location that verified a 
credit card, and provided explanation. Applicant asserted that the credit card verifier was located 
with the bank, not the merchant. Examiner disagreed, asserting that, from the point of view of the 
customer and merchant, the machine located with the merchant was a credit card verifier since it 
informed the merchant whether or not the credit transaction was valid. 

2. Applicant asserted that, in contrast to Low, no personal information was passed to the 
merchant, and pointed out that the credit card number fell within the breadth of the descriptor 
"personal information". Examiner construed the claim language more broadly, consistent with the 
term "comprising" and it's plain meaning. The Examiner maintained that providing a pseudonym 
P is the same as providing coded information while not providing personal information as claimed. 
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